Despite the fact that four years have elapsed since the end of the major combat operations on 9 April 2003 and that the occupation formally ended on 30 June 2004, completion of the requirements for national sovereignty in accordance with the various resolutions of the UN Security Council has not been achieved. The author explains the different rules which were and are applicable to the situation in Iraq and presents the current humanitarian problems from the perspective of international humanitarian law.
various kinds of suffering currently endured by the Iraqi people and the legal instruments to remedy them. To this end, the article first identifies the international humanitarian rules that can be applied in Iraq. It then goes on to discuss the humanitarian treatment of the victims of the armed conflict in Iraq and its effects on civilians.
The humanitarian rules applicable
In order to find out which humanitarian rules can be applied in the context of the armed conflict in Iraq, the nature of that conflict must first be established so as to identify the legal rules by which it is governed and determine where the responsibilities for the protection of its victims lie.
From 9 April 2003 to 30 June 2004 there was a situation of occupation in Iraq. Foremost among the various international laws that could be invoked to govern that period are the Hague Convention (IV) of 1907 and the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, which contain the most comprehensive legal provisions relating to occupation. In addition, the other Geneva Conventions of 1949 and the customary international law of armed conflict are applicable.
Foreign occupation is deemed to be a factual situation which, in law, gives rise to rights and obligations divided between the occupying power and the occupied state. The law assigns the legal spheres of competence to the two parties in a manner intended to strike a balance between the occupying power's requirements in controlling the occupied territories and the national sovereignty required by the occupied state so that it has the means to survive.
The occupation formally ended on 30 June 2004. After that, the conflict could be classified either as international or internal, or as no armed conflict at all within the meaning of the Geneva Conventions. On the ground, the Multinational Force in Iraq is acting as an occupying force and applying the Geneva Conventions. Given this reality and following the resistance groups' argument according to which the foreign force is the occupying power, we have to examine which legal regime of the Geneva Conventions is applicable in this situation.
It can be said that the Multinational Force is performing two different roles in relation to the armed conflict in Iraq. On the one hand, it is officially operating as an ally of the Iraqi government, in accordance with Security Council Resolution 1546 (2004); 1 on the other, it is dealing with the Iraqi forces and the armed elements as an occupation force in accordance with Resolution 1483 Resolution (2003 . 2 In the latter role it had to apply the four 1949 Geneva Conventions of 1949 in Iraq, as an occupied state, for a period of one year after the general close of military operations. At present, the Multinational Force is applying the Fourth Geneva Convention partially.
Full and partial application of the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949
The Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, in accordance with Article 6 thereof, applies in full from the outset of an international armed conflict or occupation (para. 1). Article 6 further stipulates that the application of the Convention shall cease on the general close of military operations (para. 2), but that in the case of occupied territory its application shall cease one year after the general close of military operations (para. 3).
However, the third paragraph of Article 6 also provides for subsequent partial application of the Convention, subject to the following conditions:
1. one year must have elapsed following the general close of military operations; and 2. the occupying state must continue to exercise the functions of government in the occupied territory.
Article 6 also specifies the provisions of the Fourth Geneva Convention with which continued compliance in its partial implementation one year after occupation is mandatory. They are 27, [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] [34] 47, 49, 51, 52, 53, 59 and 61-77, and finally Article 143, which allows delegates of the protecting powers and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to visit all places of internment, detention or work, and stipulates that such visits may be prohibited only for reasons of imperative military necessity, and then only as an exceptional and temporary measure.
Applying Article 6 to the events in Iraq is not easy. Iraq was initially subject to the rule of the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA), from 9 April 2003 to 30 June 2004. The end of the CPA's rule and the transfer of political authority to the Iraqi Interim Government raise questions as to the nature of the presence of the Multinational Force in Iraq. By virtue of Resolution 1546 (2004 , the approval of this presence by the Iraqi Interim Government is presumed; at the same time, in the absence of an agreement between the Iraqi government and the leadership of the Multinational Force, the nascent Iraqi forces remained under the command of that Force in accordance with the said resolution's operative paragraph 11. This is contrary to the terms agreed between the Iraqi and US governments in their two letters of 5 June 2004 to the president of the UN Security Council, 3 providing for the transfer of responsibility for security to the Iraqi government, which would assume command and authority over the Iraqi forces. As from a military point of view the administration of Iraq is carried out by such forces, and as military administration is one of the most important functions of government, the two conditions necessary for the partial application of the Fourth Geneva Convention are met. That is why the Multinational Force continues to apply the Convention, if only partially. It is therefore of interest to examine the laws of occupation in greater detail.
Competences of the occupying power
Article 43 of the Regulations respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land, annexed to the Hague Convention (IV) of 18 October 1907, stipulates as follows:
The authority of the legitimate power having in fact passed into the hands of the occupant, the latter shall take all the measures in his power to restore, and ensure, as far as possible, public order and safety, while respecting, unless absolutely prevented, the laws in force in the country.
This implies the continuation of the legal system of the occupied state, which is the first manifestation of territorial sovereignty. Article 55 of the Hague Regulations consequently provides that ''the occupying State shall be regarded only as administrator''.
Part of the occupying power's task is thus to operate the public services in order to meet the essential needs of everyday life in terms of services and economic activity. In addition, it has the right to take the necessary steps to protect its personnel and installations, and the police powers of the occupying authority extend to the public services providing ordinary services to the civilian population and logistical services to the occupying forces. In order to function as administrator, the occupying power has considerable powers in all three branches -legislative, executive and judicial -of government. Under international customary law, it is up to the occupying power to appoint a military governor responsible for the occupying forces and vested with powers that are not determined in advance. A civilian governor can also be appointed to exercise the legislative and executive powers and to implement the general policy of the occupying authority. The commander of the provisional Coalition forces, General Ricardo Sanchez, was accordingly appointed as military governor when the occupation began on 9 April 2003, while General Jay Garner was appointed as civilian governor with the title of Director of Operations Iraq. The latter post was soon abolished and Ambassador Paul Bremer was appointed civilian governor, taking over the administration of Iraq from 13 May 2003 to 30 June 2004.
Legislative power
The Hague Convention (IV) of 1907 seeks to maintain the legal system of the occupied state without change. However, the necessities of occupation require the issuing of decisions with legal force applying to the territory of the occupied state. In the legal system prior to the occupation of Iraq, the legislative power was not separate from the executive power. The Revolutionary Command Council, which was the supreme political power in Iraq, was responsible for promulgating laws and decisions having the force of law, while the powers of the elected National Council were consultative. The occupying power took advantage of this situation, since the civilian governor combined the legislative and executive powers and used them to issue laws and orders with the force of law, all of which had a clear effect on the legal system in Iraq.
These measures included the Law of Administration for the State of Iraq for the Transitional Period, which was approved by the Governing Council on 8 March 2004. 4 It can be seen from the preamble to this law that it was deemed to be issued by the people of Iraq and not by the Governing Council, which had no legitimacy as it was not elected by the people. On the contrary, the Council could be viewed as part of the civilian power it shared with a civilian governor, as evidenced by the co-operation between Bremer and members of the Governing Council in promulgating this law. It will be recalled that the concluding provisions thereof do not indicate the constitutional body which conferred on the Governing Council the power to legislate.
The most distinctive feature of this law is that it serves as a provisional constitution for the administration of Iraq under occupation and replaces the Iraqi constitution of 1970. It effected a change in the Iraqi constitutional system by making the state federal rather than unitary (Art. 4) and gave extensive powers to the governorates, such that the president of the federal government cannot dismiss any member of a regional government or a governor or a member of the governorate or municipal council (Art. 55A). The law extended the federal powers of the Kurdistan region, conferring on the Regional Government the right to regional control over internal security and police forces. The Regional Government was further granted the right to impose taxes and fees within its boundaries (Art. 54A). It also allowed the National Assembly of the province of Kurdistan to amend any law which does not fall within the exclusive competence of the federal government (Art. 54B). This further weakened the central government under occupation. The law permitted multiple citizenships (Art. 11). It also gave three or more regions or a third of their electors the right to reject the results of the referendum on the permanent constitution, contrary to the purely democratic principle of majority rule.
Executive power
The executive consisted of two bodies: the occupying authority and the Governing Council.
The occupying authority. This was composed of the civilian and the military arm. The civilian arm was headed by Ambassador Paul Bremer, who was appointed as a presidential envoy by George W. Bush on 9 May 2003 and granted full authority over the civil servants, activities and assets of the US government in Iraq. At the same time, US Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld appointed Bremer as chief of the Coalition Provisional Authority and the executive, legislative and judicial powers were delegated to him, as indicated by Bremer in his memoirs. 5 The military arm of the occupation's executive power was headed by the commander of Coalition forces in Iraq, Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez, who reported to Bremer.
Bremer took up his post on 13 May 2003 and issued the first of a series of orders, namely an order for the Ba'ath Party to be dismantled and for the senior members of the party to be prevented from holding high office in government. His second order, issued on 23 May 2003, 6 provided for the dissolution of various ''entities'', including the Ministry of Defence and Military Armaments, the Republican Guard, the Presidential Guard, the Saddam Fedayeen and the Ministry of Information.
The Governing Council. This was created by Bremer on 13 July 2003. The Council represented Iraqi national authority and was one of the symbols of territorial sovereignty. It can be characterized as a presidential council consisting of twenty-five members representing the political elements active after the fall of the regime. To enable this Iraqi administration to ensure the continued provision of public services, the Governing Council constituted a cabinet of twenty-five ministers on 25 August 2003 reporting, in the absence of a prime minister, directly to the Governing Council along the lines of a presidential system.
In 2003 in Iraq, which includes courts of first instance, the Central Criminal Court of Iraq, courts of appeal and the Court of Cassation. Article 46B, however, states that ''The decisions of regional and local courts, including the courts of the Kurdistan region, shall be final, but shall be subject to review by the federal judiciary if they conflict with this Law or any federal law.'' The effect of this was to weaken the central government and to tend towards a confederal rather than a federal system. (2003), which had called upon the Coalition Provisional Authority to return governing responsibility and authority to the people of Iraq as soon as practicable (para. 6). The Governing Council was dissolved to make way for a sovereign Interim Government of Iraq responsible for drafting a permanent constitution, preparing for the election of a recognized representative government and establishing Iraqi forces to maintain order and combat terrorism (para. 16). Resolution 1511 also allowed for the formation of a multinational force to replace the provisional Coalition force which had occupied Iraq, so that it would not be seen as an occupation (para. 13).
Security management
From the start of the Interim Government presided over by Ayad Allawi on 30 June 2004, the Ministry of the Interior began training police units and carrying on its activities within the Multinational Force which replaced the provisional Coalition forces.
So from then on there were two detaining authorities present in Iraq, namely the authority in charge of the Multinational Force and the Iraqi national authority. To organize co-ordination between those two authorities, two letters were sent by the President of the Iraqi Interim Government and Colin Powell, then US Secretary of State, to the president of the UN Security Council, Lauro Baja. They contained the following points.
1. the establishment in principle of a security partnership between the Multinational Force and the Iraqi government to assist in providing security while recognizing and respecting national sovereignty; 2. the Iraqi security forces to be responsible to the Iraqi ministers; 3. co-ordination between the Multinational Force and the Iraqi security forces to achieve unity of command in their joint military operations; and 4. efforts to reach agreement on the full range of fundamental security and policy issues, including policy on sensitive offensive operations.
However, operative paragraph 11 of Resolution 1546 provided for the Iraqi government to attach Iraqi security forces to the multinational force. This is what has effectively been taking place since the establishment of the Iraqi forces began, and has given rise to technical and operational problems in the absence of an agreement determining the relations between the two parties.
This legal gap between the parties led to the conclusion of a Memorandum of Understanding on 8 November 2004 between the British forces within the Multinational Force and the Iraqi Ministry of Justice. The Memorandum concerned persons accused of committing criminal acts, and provided for the British forces to detain such persons until such time as Iraq develops its capabilities to detain all the said accused persons in its own facilities.
It specifies three categories of detainees held by the British forces acting within the Multinational Force, namely, 1. persons suspected of having committed criminal acts; 2. persons detained on security grounds who are suspected of having committed criminal acts requiring them to be brought before the Iraqi courts; and 3. persons suspected of having committed criminal acts who have been detained at the request of the Iraqi authorities.
The Memorandum is basically concerned with the provision of humanitarian treatment to the said detainees, especially during their interrogation or delivery to the Iraqi authorities or the courts.
Despite the growth in the numbers and capabilities of the Iraqi forces, armed insurgent operations continued to increase, undermining the state of readiness of these forces and their ability to maintain security and impose the rule of law. This led to a delay in the transfer of responsibility for security from the Multinational Force to the Iraqi forces, contrary to the above-mentioned letters sent on 5 June 2004 to the president of the UN Security Council. There is thus a clear difference between what was resolved by the Security Council in operative paragraphs 1 and 2 of Resolution 1546 concerning the end of occupation, the dissolution of the CPA, the confirmation of full Iraqi sovereignty and the formation of a sovereign government of Iraq to assume full responsibility and authority by 30 June 2006, and the subordination of the Iraqi forces to the Multinational Force in accordance with the said resolution's paragraph 11. This had an adverse impact on the realities on the ground, as the said forces are acting as occupation forces in accordance with Resolution 1483(2003), rather than as allied forces in accordance with Resolution 1546 Resolution (2004 , and are doing so contrary to the wish of the Iraqi government to take over responsibility for security in Baghdad and the other provinces within the framework of its territorial sovereignty. This wish has been expressed in Resolution 1511 (para. 3) and Resolution 1546 (para. 8) and was confirmed in the letter annexed to Resolution 1637(2005) of the Security Council.
De facto division of responsibility for security
There is, however, a de facto division of responsibility for security, despite the failure to arrive at a security partnership between the parties. It includes the following:
1. The Iraqi forces are subject to the supervision of the Multinational Force during patrols and raids on houses and the pursuit of armed elements in the operational areas, depending on the requirements of military planning and operations of the US forces in the field. 2. The Iraqi armed forces have full responsibility for security in a number of governorates, in accordance with partial agreements concluded between the commands of the Iraqi forces and the Multinational Force. By virtue of such agreements the latter resumes responsibility for security once again whenever a serious crisis arises in any of these governorates. 3. The Iraqi forces do not have any responsibility for security in a number of sensitive governorates such as the Al-Anbar, Diyala and Salahadin governorates. 4. In June 2007 the Multinational Force handed over responsibility for security to the peshmerga forces of the Kurdistan regional government directly, without going through the Iraqi central government, thus placing the security aspect in this region outside the central government's sphere of competence. 5. The Multinational Force is delaying the arming of the Iraqi military forces and the police with the modern weapons necessary for maintaining security and public order. This, in turn, is hampering the state of readiness of the Iraqi forces to face major terrorist operations and any emergency relating to the security or safety of Iraq, the protection of civilians and the smooth operation of the public services, all of which is contrary to the course of action laid down in the Security Council resolutions for the full transfer of responsibility for security to the Iraqi government. 6. It will be recalled that the worsening security situation in Iraq led the US forces to conclude contracts with private security companies (PSCs) for the protection of foreigners and foreign missions, particularly after the bombing of the United Nations office in There are about 20,000 people working for private security companies in Iraq, 9 despite the fact that they have no legal capacity to impose law and order. However, at the security level they form a third force alongside the Multinational Force and the Iraqi forces. This is contrary to the law, and such companies cannot in any way be deemed to be a detaining authority when armed elements are arrested by them.
Parallel non-international armed conflict
As explained above, an Iraqi government does exist and the foreign forces present in Iraq are deemed to be allied forces, the authority of which stems from UN Security Council resolutions and from the approval of the Iraqi government. At the same time, there are political elements in Iraq that consider the foreign forces' presence to be an occupation of the country and, as such, without legal authority. This is the justification asserted for their armed resistance against those forces, which is taking the form of a non-international armed conflict.
The present internal armed conflict in Iraq does not fall under Article 2 common to the Geneva Conventions, which relates to international armed conflict. Similarly, the 1977 Protocol II additional to the Geneva Conventions does not apply if an internal armed conflict lacks the organization found in international armed conflict, and in particular if it does not have co-ordinated and continuous armed operations and a command structure responsible for the application of international humanitarian law. Furthermore, Iraq is not party to it. Thus, as the necessary characteristics are lacking, the law that applies to the internal armed conflict in Iraq is Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions, the customary international law of internal armed conflicts and human rights law.
The armed resistance
It was not long after the occupation of Iraq on 9 April 2003 that operations by unknown armed elements began against unspecified targets, the Coalition forces and civilian targets. The armed operations gave the impression that they were random actions intended to create a state of general terror rather than to achieve a military objective. This would place them in the category of terrorist acts.
10
The armed resistance groups in Iraq cannot be considered combatants, since they do not fulfil any of the conditions of Article 4 of the Third Geneva Convention and, in particular, they do not belong to a party to the conflict. To a large extent they do not even comply with the most basic principles governing the conduct of operations, which require them to carry their weapons openly and to respect the laws and customs of war. When these essential conditions are not met, resistance in urban warfare to foreign occupation takes the form of random operations which target civilian and military persons and objects indiscriminately. However, when the attacks are directed more against civilians and civilian objects than military targets -as is indeed happening in the conflict in Iraq -such actions may be deemed to be terrorist acts which fall under the provisions of criminal law and the Anti- There have been far more attacks on civilians and civilian objects in these daily operations than against US and Iraqi vehicles and soldiers. They are often carried out using improvised explosive devices planted on public roads and indiscriminately striking soldiers and civilians, contrary to the laws of war, under which it is mandatory to distinguish between military targets and civilians or civilian objects. Resolution 1546(2004) (para. 17) condemned all acts of terrorism in Iraq and called on the member states of the United Nations to prevent the transit of terrorists to and from Iraq, arms for terrorists, and financing that would support terrorists.
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Minimal guarantees of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions
At all stages of non-international armed conflicts, international humanitarian law guarantees the protection of persons who come within the category of detainees. It does so by virtue of Common Article 3, which can be seen as a general convention in miniature, since it contains all the humanitarian principles for the protection of victims of armed conflicts. This article protects civilians and other persons not or no longer taking a direct part in the hostilities -that is, those who have laid down their arms and surrendered to the enemy, and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds or any other cause preventing them from taking part in the fighting. It also protects those who belong to elements bearing arms against the government authority or who support them in any way. If such persons are detained, they are not treated as prisoners of war if they did not fulfil the conditions outlined above for combatant status. To ensure that they do not face inhumane treatment, they are deemed to be detainees covered by the minimum level of humanitarian protection laid down in Common Article 3, without adverse distinction founded on race, colour, religion or faith, sex, birth or wealth, or any other similar criteria.
The armed conflict in Iraq is sometimes waged between the Coalition forces and armed elements, and sometimes between the Iraqi authorities created after the dissolution of the Coalition Provisional Authority and those same elements. In the latter case, it is a non-international armed conflict because the latter have no international capacity but are local armed elements, possibly joined by foreign volunteers not linked to any specific international party. It cannot, however, be regarded as a mixed internal and international conflict, as was the case with the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina. 
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Rules regulating internment in occupied Iraq
Under Article 41 of the Fourth Geneva Convention, protected persons in the territory of a party to conflict may be placed in assigned residence or interned if the measures of control mentioned in that Convention are inadequate. However, internment or placing in assigned residence may be ordered only if absolutely necessary for the security of the state; or if voluntarily demanded by the person concerned, acting through the representatives of the Protecting Power, and if his or her situation renders this step necessary (Art. 42). Protected persons in occupied territory who commit an offence which is solely intended to harm the occupying power, but which does not constitute an attempt on the life or limb of members of the occupying forces or administration, or a grave collective danger, or seriously damage the property of the occupying forces or administration or the installations used by them, are liable to internment or simple imprisonment, provided the duration of the internment is proportionate to the offence committed (Art. 68). In any event, civilians retain all their civil capacity and may exercise the rights arising therefrom to the extent permissible by the condition of internment.
As there are two detaining authorities in Iraq, we shall examine separately the position of the detainees held respectively by the Multinational Force and by the Iraqi government authority.
With regard to the rights of the occupying powers to introduce or change laws, the Fourth Geneva Convention stresses that the penal laws of the occupied state shall remain in force, with the exception that they may be repealed or suspended by the occupying authority in cases where they constitute a threat to its security or an obstacle to the application of the Convention; the courts of the occupied state shall continue to function (Art. 64). It further stipulates that the penal provisions enacted by the occupying power shall not come into force before they have been published and brought to the knowledge of the inhabitants, and shall not have retroactive effect (Art. 65). The occupying power may enact laws that are necessary to ensure the administration of the occupied territories, and to ensure the security of the occupying state and of its members and property and likewise of the establishments and lines of communication used by its forces (Art. 64). In addition, the death penalty may not be pronounced against a protected person save where that person is guilty of espionage, of serious acts of sabotage against the military installations of the occupying state or of intentional offences which have caused the death of one or more persons, provided that such offences were punishable by death under the laws in force of the occupied state before the occupation began (Art. 68). The occupying state may not arrest protected persons or prosecute or convict them for acts committed or for opinions expressed before the occupation or during a temporary interruption thereof, with the exception of breaches of the laws and customs of war (Art. 70).
Detainees held by the Multinational Force
Around 18,000 detainees are currently held in detainment centres by the Multinational Force. These camps are located at Bucca in Basra, Cropper near Baghdad International Airport and Susa in Sulaimaniya. The Multinational Force also reopened Abu Ghraib prison after closing it directly after the occupation began. This prison was the scene of serious human rights violations by US prison personnel, namely the degrading treatment of Iraqi prisoners in the cells.
The Iraqi Bar Association is trying to facilitate the release on bail of unconvicted detainees. The Ministry of Justice has had bail forms distributed to enable them to carry out the bail formalities in the 130 notaries' offices in Baghdad and the governorates. An investigation service has been established to look into the settlement of cases of detainees who have not been proved to have committed crimes. In order to speed up the proceedings, the Bar Association is representing them in the lawsuits brought against them.
Despite prolonged detention, many detainees have not had their case heard because of the security situation and the delay in the investigation committees' work to pass their case on to the courts or to release them in the absence of specific charges against them. Twenty-seven tribunals have been established to deal with the situation of those detainees, and 1,100 out of a total of 4,062 have been released through due process on the part of the Iraqi authorities. With regard to the detainees held by the Multinational Force, approximately 25,000 detainees held by it are subject to legal proceedings before Iraqi judges.
The protection of civilians
The deterioration in the security situation in Iraq has had a serious effect on civilians, particularly in the ''hot spots'' of the city of Baghdad and the governorates of Anbar and Diyala, where a number of families were forced to abandon their homes, fleeing the military operations conducted by the joint Iraqi and multinational forces on the one hand, and the armed operations carried out by the insurgents on the other. The persons adversely affected by the conflict since the occupation of Iraq on 9 April 2003 can be divided into the following categories.
Internally displaced persons
These are persons who leave their ordinary place of residence because of natural and humanitarian catastrophes and live temporarily elsewhere within the territory of their state until such time as the causes for their displacement are removed.
The These events created a sense of helplessness among the Iraqi authorities, who were unable to get help to the displaced persons, particularly because of the breakdown in public services and the closing of schools in a number of the regions affected. Similarly, neither the Iraqi Red Crescent nor the ICRC were able to provide the necessary relief owing to the increasingly precarious situation. According to the figures provided by the Ministry of Immigration and Emigration, 26,858 families were displaced, bringing the number of displaced persons up to about 1.5 million.
17 A sum amounting to 500 million dinars was allocated to relief operations, including the establishment of eleven camps for their temporary accommodation until the causes for the displacement are removed.
Refugees
Refugees are persons who have left their country of origin owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion (Art. 1A (2) of the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees). The granting of refugee status to asylum seekers is subject to the decision of the host country on the basis of security and political reasons. However, the host country may not expel or return a refugee to the country he or she has fled if there is reason to believe that this would endanger his or her life or if he or she is at risk of being ill-treated or tortured. In such cases, the country must find other solutions.
The restrictions imposed by host countries fearing infiltration by terrorists among asylum seekers and the unwillingness of those countries to accept their increasing numbers have aggravated the problem of Iraqi asylum seekers since the fall of the previous regime. The office of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) is working to find governments willing to grant asylum to those it has registered at its offices in Damascus and Amman. The US government has promised to respond to 7,000 applications submitted by asylum seekers.
In A large number of Iraqis have arrived in Syria and Jordan, the countries most accessible for those leaving Iraq for various reasons: the deteriorating security situation there, their inability to find jobs, the search for work or a safe haven, or application for political asylum in other countries. During the first half of 2007, 19,800 asylum applications were registered with the UNHCR in those two countries.
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As the overwhelming majority of these Iraqis fail to obtain residence permits in Syria and Jordan, it is difficult to describe them as immigrants, particularly as they do not intend to remain there for a long period, the majority of them hoping to return to Iraq as soon as the security situation improves.
The governments of Syria and Jordan have complained about the economic and environmental burdens arising from the presence of 1,000,000 and 750,000 Iraqis respectively on their territory. The neighbouring states have therefore tried to find solutions for the difficulties faced by the Iraqis in those countries, including health, educational and economic problems, and to respond to appeals for assistance in meeting their needs. To this effect a conference attended by most of the neighbouring states was convened at Sharm Al-Sheikh in 
Recipients of government aid
These are the people who receive aid from the Iraqi government because they have been directly or indirectly affected by the armed operations. The aim is to alleviate the suffering resulting from the continuation of the internal armed conflict. They fall into two categories:
(a) Direct victims of armed operations. On 1 June 2004, the Iraqi Interim Government issued Order No. 10 to the Law on the compensation of martyrs or people injured as a result of terrorist acts in respect of members of the Iraqi armed forces and civilian victims. As regards civilians, Paragraph 4 of the Order provided that ''appropriate compensation shall be granted to citizens martyred or permanently disabled as a result of terrorist acts. The definition of ''terrorist acts'' and the scope of the compensation to be determined are in accordance with the instructions of the Ministry of Finance. '' 19 (b) Indirect victims of armed operations. As a result of the economic decline due to the occupation of Iraq and the ongoing armed conflict, many Iraqis on limited incomes are suffering from hardship and the rise in the rate of inflation to 50 per cent. Unemployment is increasing and the plight of the growing number of widows and orphans as hostilities continue is becoming ever more acute. To address this situation the Iraqi government has set up two relief programmes. The first programme consists of a social protection network to assist a million Iraqi families earning less than a dollar a day; it was established in December 2005 and was allocated US$500 million in 2006 and US$730 million in 2007. The second programme is designed to provide credit on easy terms for unemployed graduates to establish small production projects, and for owners of commercial premises adversely affected by terrorist acts, displaced persons returning to their homes and disabled persons covered by the social rehabilitation programme. A total of US$10 million has been allocated for this programme.
Conclusion
The occupying authorities are seeking to extend their influence in the occupied state and to remain in it for as long as possible in order to reap the fruits of occupation and to benefit from the resulting economic, political and strategic advantages. For its part, the national authority in the occupied state is seeking to lighten the burden of occupation in order to regain its national sovereignty, diminished by foreign occupation. Though it may seem paradoxical, there may be
The deterioration in the security situation and the poor level of service provided by the public services has increased the suffering of the civilian population. Their ordeal has been further aggravated by the fact that civilians are the prime target of the operations by armed elements and of air raids on residential areas by the Multinational Force. The international community is urged to provide assistance -through the individual states, the international organizations, including the special agencies of the United Nations, and the nongovernmental organizations, foremost among them the International Committee of the Red Cross -to the victims of the armed conflict in Iraq.
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